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PART B.  PUBLIC COMMENTS AND DOE RESPONSES

This part gives DOE's response to comments received during the public comment period.  Comments received
during the public meetings held in North Augusta, South Carolina are summarized in this part.  The tran-
scripts from the meetings and forms received through the South Carolina State Clearing House can be found at
the end of this document.  Letters and the transcriptions of telephone comments received over DOE’s message
line are also reproduced in this part.  The responses focus on comments specifically related to APT subject
matter.

DOE published the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for the Accelerator for the Production
of Tritium in December 1997.  On January 13,
1998, DOE held public meetings on the Draft
EIS in North Augusta, South Carolina.  The
public comment period officially ended on Feb-
ruary 2, 1998.  However, to the extent practica-
ble, DOE has considered comments received after
February 2.  This Final EIS (FEIS) is available
in DOE reading rooms in Washington, D.C. and
Aiken, South Carolina.  DOE has distributed
copies to individuals, public agencies, Federal
and State officials who requested a copy, and to
persons and agencies who commented on the
Draft EIS.  A distribution list can be found
starting on page DL-1.

Court reporters documented comments and
statements made during the two public meeting
sessions.  In those two sessions, six individuals
provided comments or made public statements.
DOE also received eight letters (including one by
electronic mail and the South Carolina Clearing-
house Forms) on the Draft EIS.  Two individuals
left three messages by telephone on DOE’s mes-
sage line.

This section presents the comments received and
the DOE responses to those comments.  It in-
cludes comments made both verbally and in
writing.  If a statement prompted a modification
to the EIS, DOE has noted the change and directs
the reader to that change.

Comments are noted by one of the following let-
ter codes:

• M1 – M2 (comments submitted in either ses-
sion 1 or 2 of the public meeting)

• L1 – L8 (comments received by letter or
email)

• P1 – P3 (comments submitted by telephone
to DOE’s message line)

DOE numbered the specific comments in each
letter or verbal presentation sequentially (01, 02,
etc.) to provide unique identifiers.  The meeting
participants are listed in Table B-1.  Comments
are organized into categories, which are dis-
cussed below.  Table B-2 lists the individuals and
government agencies that submitted comments by
letter or telephone and their unique identifiers.

The Department extends its gratitude to all the
individuals and agencies who have shown the
interest and taken the time to provide comments.

Public Meetings

The public meetings consisted primarily of in-
formal discussions and questions and answers
related to the APT.  In this section, each public
meeting speaker is identified and his or her
statement paraphrased since some statements
span several pages of the transcripts (found at
end of this document).  Because the commenters
had common themes, some comments have been
combined and the Department has prepared one
response for that category of comment.

As can be seen from the following discussions, a
number of public comments and concerns were
raised and discussed with Department officials
during the meetings.  The responses in this
document focus on those comments or questions
which were not answered during the meeting, or
need elaboration or clarification.
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Table B-1.  Public meeting comments on the
Draft APT EIS.

Comment
source number Commenter

Transcript
page number

Commenters at the public meetings

M1-01 Mr. David Solkia M1-2 to 3

M1-02 Mr. William Reinig M1-3

M1-03 to M1-06 Mr. Bob Newman M1-4 to 11, 16

M1-07 to M1-11 Mr. Peter Gray M1-11 to 16, 20

M1-12 to M1-14 Mr. Ernie Chaput M1-16 to 20

M2-01 Ms. Trish
McCracken

M2-2 to 14

                                                            
a. Name spelled incorrectly in meeting transcripts.

Table B-2.  Public comments by letter and tele-
phone on Draft APT EIS.

Comment
source number Commenter

Response
page number

Comments received by letter

L1 U.S. Department of
Health and Human
Services

B-8

L2 U.S. Department of
Interior

B-12 to B-14

L3 Dr. David Moses B-19 to B-23

L4 U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency

B-26

L5 Mr. Russell Berry B-28

L6 Dr. David Mosesa B-30

L7 Dr. David Moses B-46

L8 South Carolina State
Clearing House

Transcripts
and State
Clearing-

house Forms

Comments received verbally to the DOE message line

P1 Ms. Mary Barton B-47

P2 Mr. Marvin Lewis B-47

P3 Mr. Marvin Lewis B-48
                                                            
a. A letter submitted during the TEF EIS comment pe-

riod by Dr. Moses and DOE’s response are also in-
cluded because some of the comments are related to
the APT project.  The letter is coded as TEF-01
starting on page B-34.  The response starts on page
B-39.

Most of the comments and issues discussed in the
meetings fall into the following broad categories:

• Expression of support for the Accelerator
Project - Mr. David Solki (M1-01), Ses-
sion 1, page 3

Mr. Solki, representing Carpenters Local
283, stated the building trade is supportive of
the accelerator.

Response to Comment M1-01:  The Department
is grateful to the community for its continued
support of Department of Energy missions.

• Selection of weighting factors for site selec-
tion - Mr. William Reinig (M1-02), Ses-
sion 1, page 3

Mr. Reinig asked why the weighting factor
for health is less than the other factors con-
sidered.

Response to Comment M1-02:  In the develop-
ment of site selection criteria, human health is-
sues were an inherent part of establishing
exclusionary zones.  Since human health was
already considered, other considerations were
given more weight.  The weightings were devel-
oped by a multidisciplinary team of scientists and
engineers.

• The use of non-renewable resources -
Mr. Bob Newman (M1-03), Session 1,
page 4; Mr. Peter Gray (M1-10), Session 1,
pages 14-15

Two commenters, Mr. Newman and Mr. Gray,
expressed concern over the electricity required to
operate the APT, the consequent use of fossil
fuels, and possible contribution to the greenhouse
effect.
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Mr. Newman stated:  "…to select an alternative
which is going to consume rather substantial
quantities of fossil fuel compared to using a nu-
clear reactor which is producing energy, seems to
fly in the face of NEPA dictates to conserve non-
renewable resources, coal or gas, building mate-
rials and so forth."

Mr. Gray similarly stated that "electric power
produced by fossil fuels…release greenhouse
gases."

Response to Comments to M1-03 and M1-10:
The Department acknowledges the large electric-
ity requirements of the APT.  Part of the ongoing
design process is to investigate and introduce, if
the APT is selected and built, as many energy-
saving and resource-recovery features as possi-
ble.  DOE and SCE&G (if they are ultimately the
provider of electricity to the APT) recognizes
that the use of renewable energy sources can be
cost-effective, offer opportunities to reduce fuel
imports and is a way to improve environmental
quality.  It is DOE’s intent that it and the elec-
tricity provider would make a fixed known por-
tion of the power supplied to the APT from
renewable sources.  DOE’s Preferred alternative
for supplying electricity is to use existing elec-
tricity sources from commercial providers.
While this does not negate the incremental de-
mands from servicing the APT load, it does offer
a number of other advantages, including lower
capital requirements to bring the facility online
and no new land requirements.  In the states of
South Carolina and Georgia, the increased elec-
trical demand that could be attributed to the APT
is negligible.  Likewise, the contribution to the
greenhouse effect is negligible compared to the
installed base of facilities using fossil fuels.  The
Chapter 5 (Cumulative Impacts) discussion on
cumulative air quality impacts has been revised
to show a comparison of greenhouse-contributing
pollutants from a representative plant supplying
power to the APT to that generated regionally
and globally in the absence of the APT.

• Worker Health and Safety - Mr. Bob New-
man (M1-04), Session 1, page 9

Mr. Newman, questioned why the EIS considered
the impacts to an uninvolved worker at
640 meters from the APT site, but not workers at
the APT.

Response to Comment M1-04:  The Department
has not quantified the potential impacts from ac-
cidents to involved workers (those at the facility)
because it requires too many assumptions to
make the analysis meaningful.  Current state-of-
the art models do not present valid results within
100 meters of a facility, so a hypothetical maxi-
mally exposed individual cannot be identified.
The 640-meter distance is related to commercial
reactor exclusionary zones and relates to unin-
volved individuals.  The Department, however, is
concerned about worker health and safety and
will continue to maximize worker protection
through facility design, operational guidelines,
and adherence to permit conditions and regula-
tory health and safety programs.  Impacts to fa-
cility workers are described in Chapter 4,
Section 4.2.1 of the Draft EIS.

• Project Cost - Mr. Bob Newman (M1-05),
Session 1, page 9; Mr. Peter Gray (M1-10),
Session 1, pages 14-15; Mr. Ernie Chaput
(M1-13), Session 1, pages 17-18

Three individuals, Misters Newman, Gray, and
Chaput, expressed concern over the cost of the
proposed APT, questioned how it compares to
the Commercial Light Water Reactor tritium
production option, and expressed some skepti-
cism that the project would be funded.

Mr. Newman questioned the accelerator cost of
$3.5 to $4.5 billion and how that compares to the
cost of a reactor.

Mr. Gray indicated that he didn’t believe the ac-
celerator will be built, in part, because it would
cost $4.5 billion and Congress will never
authorize that much money.

Mr. Chaput raised the issue of uncertainty be-
tween the costs of the APT versus a commercial
light-water reactor.  He indicated the cost infor-
mation needs to be made available.
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Response to Comments M1-05, M1-10, and
M1-13:  The APT EIS was prepared in accor-
dance with the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA), the Council on Environmental
Quality’s Regulations on Implementing NEPA
(40 CFR Parts 1500 through 1508), and the De-
partment of Energy’s NEPA Implementation
Procedures (10 CFR Part 1021).  None of these
require inclusion of a cost analysis in an EIS.
The basic objective of this EIS is to provide the
public and the Department’s decision-makers
with a description of the reasonable alternatives
and their potential environmental impacts.  While
costs could be an important factor in the De-
partment’s decision regarding the production of
tritium, the focus of an EIS is on the environ-
mental consequences.  Cost estimates for both the
APT and the Commercial Light Water Reactor
(CLWR) are refined as new information is devel-
oped. In December, 1998, total life cycle costs
for the APT ranged from $7.5B to $9.2B.
CLWR total life cycle costs ranged from $1.1B
to $3.6B.

• The review of the APT EIS – Mr. Bob
Newman (M1-06), Session 1, page 10.

In his opening remarks, Mr. Clay Ramsey of
DOE stated that the EIS had been peer re-
viewed. Mr. Newman, in his subsequent
statements, indicated he did not think a re-
view by Westinghouse on a Westinghouse
operation or by DOE on a DOE operation is
independent.

Response to Comment M1-06:  The review group
referred to was not the Westinghouse Savannah
River Company (WSRC) or DOE, but rather the
Environmental Advisory Committee (EAC).  The
EAC is a group of nationally renowned scientists
and engineers who periodically review informa-
tion and plans and provide SRS with independent
evaluations.  The EAC is totally independent of
WSRC and DOE.

• Use of Reactor to Produce Tritium –
Mr. Peter Gray (M1-07 through M1-09,
M1-11), Session 1, pages 12-13, page 15

Mr. Gray stated that he invented a new concept
for tritium production and he has been unable to
make the information public or receive a patent
because of DOE and WSRC interference.
Mr. Gray also contends a site-specific analysis
should be performed by DOE.

Response to Comments M1-07 through M1-09,
M1-11:  Mr. Gray’s device is in fact a reactor.
He published a paper in 1995, “Safe New Reac-
tor for Radionuclide Production” in Transactions
of the American Nuclear Society (TANSAO, 73,
1-552).  This paper was reviewed by DOE and
WSRC for classification and approval for publi-
cation.  This refutes Mr. Gray’s assertion that his
concept had “been covered up by WSRC and
DOE for the last six years.”

DOE determined that Mr. Gray’s patent applica-
tion contained Unclassified Controlled Nuclear
Information (UCNI) as defined in 42 U.S.C.
2168.  The U.S. Patent Office does not recognize
the UCNI designation.  It recognizes only classi-
fied or unclassified patents.  Therefore, DOE
issued a secrecy order.

DOE has taken a second look at Mr. Gray’s re-
quest, and still considers the patent application
UCNI.  A letter has been sent to Mr. Gray in-
forming him of this result.  DOE is also required
to re-examine the patent application every year
for possible declassification.  If and when DOE
determines that protection is no longer necessary,
DOE will lift the secrecy order and UCNI classi-
fication and allow the patent to be processed.

Mr Gray’s concept is a small advanced Heavy
Water Reactor for tritium production that would
be built at the SRS.  He opined that such a device
would be the least costly tritium production al-
ternative, while also being safe, efficient, and
environmentally-sound.  As discussed in section
1.5 of the APT EIS, the APT EIS is a tiered
document which follows the Record of Decision
for the Tritium Supply and Recycling PEIS.  As
such, the scope of the APT EIS is limited to
evaluating the environmental impacts of the rea-
sonable APT alternatives for providing the trit-
ium necessary to support the enduring stockpile.
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Reactor alternatives such as the small advanced
Heavy Water Reactor are not reasonable alterna-
tives for the APT EIS.  The Tritium Supply and
Recycling PEIS (DOE/EIS-0161) evaluated the
full range of reasonable technology alternatives
for tritium supply.  A Heavy Water Reactor was
one of the reasonable alternatives evaluated.  In
addition, in Section A.3.1, the PEIS described
potential technology innovations that might be
incorporated into any of the reactor alternatives.
For the Heavy Water Reactor, the PEIS de-
scribed the potential technology innovations as-
sociated with a small advanced Heavy Water
Reactor.  As was explained in the Comment-
Response Document (Volume III of the PEIS), if
the Heavy Water Reactor were chosen in the Re-
cord of Decision (ROD), “site specific analysis
would consider these types of improvements”.
However, in the ROD, DOE did not choose to
build any new reactors, and did not choose the
HWR technology.  Consequently, no site-specific
analysis of a small advanced Heavy Water Re-
actor has resulted.

• Proliferation - Mr. Peter Gray (M1-10), Ses-
sion 1, pages 14-15; Mr. Ernie Chaput
(M1-14), Session 1, pages 16-19

Two commenters, Mr. Gray and Mr. Chaput,
expressed concern over how other nations will
view the United States if it allows commercial
nuclear facilities to participate in the making of
materials for national defense.

Mr. Gray indicated that he did not believe the
commercial light water reactor will ever be ac-
ceptable because such a use clearly violates the
demarcation between swords and plowshares and
that would set a dangerous precedent to interna-
tional policy.

Mr. Chaput’s comments were similar.
Mr. Chaput stated that "the United States at this
moment is jawboning North Korea, Iran, Iraq,
other potential nuclear powers, to not make
weapons materials in their commercial nuclear
facilities.  And for us to turn around and not
practice what we preach, to be contrary to what
we're asking these foreign countries do, I think

would be a foreign policy disaster and would
only serve to increase nuclear proliferation
throughout the world."

Response to Comments M1-10 and M1-14:
Dr. David Moses, Letter L3, raises the same is-
sues as Mr. Gray and Mr. Chaput.  Because of
the length of the responses to these issues, all
responses are consolidated under L3-14 to
L3-18.

• Schedule for tritium production - Mr. Ernie
Chaput (M1-12). Session 1, page 17

Mr. Chaput expressed concerns that the schedule
described for construction of the APT does not
meet the current approved nuclear stockpile re-
quirements for tritium.

Response to Comment M1-12:  The commenter
is correct that under current stockpile direction
and guidance, the selection and implementation
of a tritium supply strategy will be required in
the very near future.  The relationship of current
and projected tritium supply and the current and
projected date for a new source to support the
stockpile are described in Section 1.1 of the Draft
EIS and the summary of this Final EIS.

• The use of American products and technical
talent - Ms. Trish McCracken (M2-01), Ses-
sion 2, pages 2-3

One commenter, Ms. Trish McCracken, ex-
pressed the opinion that all APT components and
materials should be American made.  The com-
menter also expressed the opinion that the APT
should provide opportunity and training for em-
ployees who have been displaced by recent
downsizing at the Savannah River Site.

Response to Comment M2-01:  The Department
is committed through its various contracts to
“buy American” whenever possible, pursuant to
The Buy American Act (FAR 25.202(a)(3)102)
and the Department of Energy Acquisitions
Regulation which implement Federal acquisition
regulations.  DOE is also interested in the em-
ployment of qualified individuals with Savannah
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River Site experience.  Some of the ongoing ef-
forts include staffing by DOE’s accelerator de-
sign and construction contractor, Burns and Roe
Enterprises, Inc., and the programs being imple-
mented by the Savannah River Regional Diversi-
fication Initiative and DOE and SRS

outplacement programs.  The transcript of ses-
sion 2 of the public meeting (Transcripts at the
end of this document) provides an extensive dis-
cussion of these issues.  No changes were made
to the document.

Letters:

The comment letters DOE received on the Draft APT EIS are reproduced in the following section with cor-
responding responses.  The forms received from the South Carolina Clearing House (L7) are reproduced at
the end of this document.



L1-01

L1-02
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Response to Comment L1-01 (U.S. Department of Health and Human Services)

The Department agrees line numbering generally enhances the commenter's ability to respond to informa-
tion presented in Draft EISs.  In this particular case, however, line numbers were not used because of the
double column format and the use of text boxes.  The Department believed line numbering could result in a
very cluttered page that could inhibit readability.

Response to Comment L1-02 (U.S. Department of Health and Human Services)

The Department assessed the commercial light-water reactor, other reactor technologies, and the accelera-
tor for the production of tritium options in the Final Programmatic EIS for Tritium Supply and Recycling
(DOE 1995).  In its subsequent Record of Decision (60 FR 63898), the Department decided to pursue a
dual track to determine the more viable primary technology, an accelerator or a CLWR.  In January 1998,
the Department issued a Notice of Intent (63 FR 3097) to prepare the CLWR EIS.  The Draft EIS was is-
sued August 1998.  The relationship of the tritium supply EISs and the decisionmaking strategy is summa-
rized in Part A.1 of this document.

As noted in this Final EIS, the No Action alternative for the APT is the CLWR.  Thus, the two EISs
(CLWR and APT) each provide information that allows the decisionmaker to compare environmental im-
pacts of the alternative tritium production strategies.  The potential environmental impacts of the CLWR
are summarized in Part C of this document under the Chapter 2 changes on page C-3 and Chapter 4 modi-
fications on pages C-37 through C-53.

On December 22, 1998, Secretary of Energy Bill Richardson announced that commercial light water reac-
tors (CLWR) will be the primary tritium supply technology.  The Secretary designated the Watts Bar Unit
1 reactor near Spring City, Tennessee, and Sequoyah Unit 1 and 2 reactors near Soddy-Daisy, Tennessee
as the preferred commercial light water reactors for tritium production.  These reactors are operated by the
Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA), an independent government agency.  The Secretary designated the APT
as the "backup" technology for tritium supply.  As a backup, DOE will continue with developmental ac-
tivities and preliminary design, but will not construct the accelerator.  Finally, selection of the CLWR reaf-
firms the December 1995 Tritium Supply and Recycling PEIS ROD to construct and operate a new tritium
extraction capability at the SRS.

DOE has completed the final EISs for the APT, CLWR, and TEF.  No sooner than 30 days after publica-
tion in the Federal Register of the Environmental Protection Agency’s Notice of Availability of the final
EISs for CLWR, APT, and TEF, DOE intends to issue a consolidated Record of Decision to: (1) formalize
the programmatic announcement made on December 22, 1998; and (2) announce project-specific decisions
for the three EISs. These decisions will include, for the selected CLWR technology, the selection of specific
CLWRs to be used for tritium supply, and the location of a new tritium extraction capability at the SRS.
For the backup APT technology, technical and siting decisions consistent with its backup role will be made.



L2-01

L2-02

L2-03



L2-03

L2-04

L2-05

L2-06

L2-07

L2-08

L2-09

L2-10
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Response to Comment L2-01 (U.S. Department of the Interior)

The Draft EIS did not specify detailed mitigation measures, particularly where the potential for adverse
impacts are not significant or are speculative.  The Department will develop appropriate mitigative actions,
including the possible installation of monitoring wells for this EIS as part of its building and operations
plans, and, if warranted, a mitigation action plan (MAP).  Specific mitigation measures in the MAP would
be dependent upon the alternatives selected and would fully reflect relevant Federal and State regulations.
Part D, Section 4.6 of this Final EIS has been added to clarify DOE’s path forward with regard to potential
mitigation actions.

Since the issuance of the Draft EIS, the Department has considered other methods of discharging cooling
water.  Section 4.5.3 has been added to consider the potential impacts of bypassing Ponds 2 and 5, there-
fore, discharging cooling water into Pond C via an existing discharge canal.  This action would eliminate
any impacts associated with discharging cooling water to Ponds 2 and 5, and further reduce the unlikely
possibility of predators feeding on potentially contaminated fish killed by heated water from the Once-
Through Cooling Water alternative.  The doses from resuspension of contaminated sediment for the pre-
ferred alternative are shown in Table 4-2 (Section C, page C-44) to be less than 10 percent of dose to the
maximally exposed individual from radiological discharges and less than 1 percent of the population dose
from radiological discharges from the APT.

Response to Comment L2-02 (U.S. Department of the Interior)

The Department acknowledges that implementing any alternative utilizing river water may result in the loss
of some fish.  If DOE is to fulfill its designated missions, some level of impact will be unavoidable.  Previ-
ous studies relating to reactor operations have shown, however, that the losses are negligible.  Studies con-
ducted in the 1980s, when three production reactors were operating (withdrawing nearly 400,000 gallons
per minute (gpm) of water from the Savannah River), concluded that any impacts to Savannah River fish-
eries from entrainment of eggs and larvae would be small and limited to fish populations in the immediate
vicinity of the intake structures.  Therefore, the Department believes that impacts to fish populations from
the withdrawal of up to 125,000 gpm (under the Once-Through Cooling Water alternative) would be very
small and the impacts from the withdrawal of 6,000 gpm (under the preferred cooling water alternative,
using mechanical draft cooling towers) would not be measurable.  The Department is currently removing
about 5,000 gpm to maintain L-Lake levels.  DOE has prepared a Biological Assessment (BA) and is in-
formally consulting with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  The BA notes that the preferred cooling water
alternative would have “negligible” impacts on the shortnose sturgeon because (1) less than 1 percent of the
Savannah River flow would be withdrawn and (2) potential sturgeon spawning habitat is upstream and
downstream of the SRS.

Response to Comment L2-03 (U.S. Department of the Interior)

As required by the National Environmental Policy Act, the Department has assessed a range of reasonable
alternatives related to providing cooling water to the APT.  The Department of the Interior's comment por-
trays the environmental tradeoffs involved in making a selection of the cooling water alternative.  The envi-
ronmental impacts of alternative cooling water systems have been assessed and presented in the EIS.  As
indicated in the Draft EIS, DOE is aware of the potentially serious impacts of supplying mechanical draft
cooling towers with makeup from groundwater.  The Department will carefully weigh these potential im-
pacts with those of other alternatives prior to making a decision.  As noted in the response to Comment L2-
01, the Department will consider appropriate mitigative actions.
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Response to Comment L2-04 (U.S. Department of the Interior)

DOE did examine developed areas of the SRS during the APT site selection study.  However, given the size
of the APT footprint, it would not be feasible to locate the facility within an existing industrial area without
impacting on-going operations.  Furthermore, it would not be feasible to site APT at a non-operating facil-
ity that would require extensive decontamination and decommissioning, or an environmental restoration
cleanup site (due to impacts on costs and schedule).  DOE has modified this section in the Draft EIS (see
Part C, page C-4 of the FEIS).  A total of eight potential sites were considered.  Several of the sites were
eliminated due to the presence of disqualifying conditions.  The site selection process is described on pages
2-13 to 2-16 of Draft EIS and in the siting study -- Site Selection for the Accelerator for Production of
Tritium at the Savannah River Site -- available in the DOE Reading Room.

Response to Comment L2-05 (U.S. Department of the Interior)

DOE has expanded Section 3.4.5 of the Draft EIS (see Part C, page C-36), Threatened and Endangered
Species, to include a more thorough discussion of bald eagle usage of SRS aquatic habitats, focusing on the
pre-cooler ponds and Par Pond.  The discussion of possible impacts to bald eagles has also been expanded,
with consideration given to the possible effects of ingestion of contaminated prey in the pre-cooler ponds.

Response to Comment L2-06 (U.S. Department of the Interior)

The Department has also expanded Section 3.4.5 of the Draft EIS (see Part C, page C-37), Threatened and
Endangered Species, to include a discussion of the distribution and abundance of shortnose sturgeon in the
Savannah River up- and downstream of the SRS.

Response to Comment L2-07 (U.S. Department of the Interior)

Pursuant to NEPA, DOE has looked at a reasonable range of cooling water alternatives.  While the De-
partment has not looked at every possible perturbation, it believes the potential impacts discussed in the
Draft EIS would bound the impacts associated with any combined cooling water alternative.  The Depart-
ment does not believe it would be cost efficient to utilize two supply systems when one is sufficient.  As
mentioned in the response to Comment L2-03, the Department will carefully weigh the information prior to
making a decision.

Response to Comment L2-08 (U.S. Department of the Interior)

The use of the phrase “real receptor” was misinterpreted by the commenter.  The intended meaning was an
“actual user of groundwater” rather than “wildlife receptor.”  However, under no circumstances would
groundwater at the APT site be used as a drinking water source.  The discussion was included to illustrate
the low levels of radioactivity that would be in groundwater.  Human beings would not drink the water and
therefore would not actually receive any radiation dose.  Wildlife receptors, which could be exposed to ra-
dionuclides in APT groundwater would receive a considerably smaller dose than the theoretical human re-
ceptor because potential radioactivity in ground water would be reduced over time by dilution, dispersion,
adsorption, and radioactive decay as the groundwater flows from the area of the APT sites to downgradient
streams.  The Department believes the potential impacts described bound the potential impacts to wildlife.

Response to Comment L2-9 (U.S. Department of the Interior)

See response to comment L2-01.
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Response to Comment L2-10 (U.S. Department of the Interior)

See response to comment L2-02.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS L3-01 THROUGH L3-06 CONCERNING RADIOACTIVE
WASTE CLASSIFICATION AND MANAGEMENT

Response to Comment L3-01 (Dr. David Moses)

The designation of some waste in the Draft APT EIS as Greater-Than-Class-C waste was an oversimplifi-
cation and not technically accurate.  DOE has recently issued Draft DOE Order 435.1, “Radioactive Waste
Management,” which only contains three waste classifications; high-level waste, transuranic waste, and
low-level waste.  The previously used term “special case” waste will no longer be valid when the new order
is finalized.  An evaluation of the more radioactive of APT’s waste streams is currently under way to con-
firm that it can be disposed of at SRS within existing requirements.  This evaluation is anticipated to be
completed by the end of 1998.  However, it should be  noted that DOE will not proceed with the generation
of waste products without a clear path forward for disposition of the wastes.

Response to Comment L3-02 (Dr. David Moses)

As noted in the response to comment L3-01, DOE is completing an update to the SRS Low-Level Radioac-
tive Waste Performance Assessment and will determine the disposal of all APT wastes after this assess-
ment is completed.  As stated above, DOE will not proceed with the generation of waste products without a
clear path forward.

Response to Comment L3-03 (Dr. David Moses)

The APT Program has provided the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB) with copies of the
APT Conceptual Design and the EIS.  In addition, several informational sessions have been held with the
staff of the DNFSB to provide additional background information on the APT project and design.  The ob-
jective of this information is to ensure the DNFSB understands the concepts and the APT design so they
can provide the best design and safety review possible.  The DOE anticipates that the DNFSB will partici-
pate in design reviews of the preliminary and final design and the Preliminary and Final Safety Analysis
Reports.  However, no formal comments from DNFSB have been received to date.  Formal interactions
with the Board will be documented.

Response to Comment L3-04 (Dr. David Moses

As noted in the response to comment L3-01, DOE is completing an update to the SRS Low-Level Radioac-
tive Waste Performance Assessment and will determine the disposal of the high concentration or special
case wastes after this assessment is completed.  However, DOE will not proceed with the generation of any
waste without a clear path forward.

Response to Comment L3-05 (Dr. David Moses)

Appropriate modifications have been made to Section 4.1.5 of the Draft EIS (see Part C, page C-49) and
the Glossary.  The focus of Appendix A of the Draft EIS is SRS facilities and processes.  Specific details,
including volumes of waste streams, are discussed in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIS.

Response to Comment L3-06 (Dr. David Moses)

As noted in response to comment L3-03, informational meetings have been held with DNFSB.  These
meetings have included a discussion of the wastes to be generated by the APT and their radiation charac-
teristics.  In addition, the treatment, storage, and disposal of radioactive waste is subject to regulatory con-
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trol by the South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control and the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA).  The APT project has established coordination with these agencies to insure that
all regulatory requirements are met.

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS L3-04 THROUGH L3-13 CONCERNING ENVIRONMENTAL
AND PUBLIC HEALTH HAZARDS FROM ACCIDENTS

DOE has considered the environmental impacts of pertinent potential APT accidents.  Technical issues
raised by the author of Letter 3 will be taken into account, as appropriate, as the APT design envelope de-
velops and safety analysis reports are completed.

Response to Comment L3-07 (Dr. David Moses)

Guidance for emergency preparedness activities at DOE facilities is given in DOE Order 151.1.  There is
no reason to believe that structural failure temperatures of greater than 1250°C would result in any greater
consequences than those postulated at 1250°C, as both temperatures are substantially above the normal
boiling point of the cooling water.  The only accident scenario in which the failure temperature of the clad-
ding comes into consideration is the beyond-design-basis seismic event.  In this case, the cladding is as-
sumed to fail at 1250°C and release all of its contents.

Response to Comment L3-08 (Dr. David Moses)

The beam shutdown system is designated safety-class and will be controlled through appropriate technical
safety requirements.  In addition, the acceleration of the beam is dependent upon the receipt of a feedback
signal from the target/blanket facility.  Should power be lost to the target/blanket facility, the feedback sig-
nal also would be lost, terminating acceleration of the beam.

Response to Comment L3-09 (Dr. David Moses)

There is no functional analogy between an Anticipated Transient Without Scram (ATWS) for a nuclear
reactor and a beam trip failure for an accelerator.  In a reactor, the nuclear chain reaction is self-sustaining;
in an accelerator, the propagation of the beam from origin to target is not.  In a reactor, equipment mal-
functions could result in the reactor not shutting down; in an accelerator, equipment malfunctions inevitably
result in beam shutdown.  Because of the potential consequences of a reactor accident, inadvertent reactor
shutdowns must be analyzed to determine the cause of the shutdown prior to restart.  In accelerators, inad-
vertent shutdowns as a result of transients are a matter of routine operation, and in most cases an accel-
erator is automatically restarted in less than 1 second.

A description of a thermalhydraulic transient coincident with the failure to trip the beam is included in Sec-
tion B.2.13 of Appendix B of the Draft EIS.

Response to Comment L3-10 (Dr. David Moses)

The design of the Target/Blanket Building and Accelerator is evolving and the referenced open vent path
may or may not survive as a design element in the final design.  Should this vent path be relied upon in the
design safety analysis, appropriate administrative controls would be used to ensure the vent path could per-
form its function.
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Response to Comment L3-11 (Dr. David Moses)

It is inappropriate to compare research accelerators that are not necessarily designed for continuous duty
with commercial nuclear reactors that are designed to operate in a baseline mode.  The design of the accel-
erator has on-line spare equipment to allow for full operation even with some of the equipment out of serv-
ice.  Section B.2.12 of Appendix B of the Draft EIS describes the assumptions used in the determination of
the beyond-design-basis seismic event.  While substantial damage is postulated in this beyond-extremely-
unlikely event to tritium separation and support facilities at APT, it is not necessary to discount the miti-
gating effects of the physical form of the hazardous material or postulate a dispersion mechanism where
one does not credibly exist.  Additionally, the EIS is not the safety design basis document for APT and that
applicable DOE guidance will be applied to the design and construction of APT, such that the safety of
workers at the public is assumed.

Response to Comment L3-12 (Dr. David Moses)

The beam shutdown system is classified as a safety class system and as such, appropriate technical safety
requirements and configuration management controls would be used to ensure the system functioned as de-
signed.  The consequences of a thermalhydraulic transient coincident with a failure to trip the accelerator
beam is considered in Section B.2.13 of Appendix B of the Draft EIS.

Response to Comment L3-13 (Dr. David Moses)

It is not credible that a beyond-design-basis seismic event that destroys the target/blanket cooling capability
would leave the non-seismically-qualified power transmission system and all accelerator components intact
and functioning.  A seismic event of that magnitude would likely throw the beam out of alignment and thus
dissipate the beam before it reached the target/blanket building.  The seismic event is the only initiator that
could cause the incident described.

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS L3-14 THROUGH L3-19 CONCERNING RECOMMENDA-
TIONS BASED ON OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

Response to Comment L3-14 (Dr. David Moses)

Under the Atomic Energy Act and its implementing regulations, the U.S. Government ensures that its Non-
proliferation Treaty Obligations are met.  The Atomic Energy Act empowers DOE and the Nuclear Regu-
latory Commission (NRC) to control exports of technology or services and equipment or facilities for the
production, development or utilization of special nuclear material (SNM).  To export technology for an
accelerator for the production of significant quantities of SNM, the authorization of the Secretary is re-
quired under DOE regulations 10 CFR Part 810.  To export equipment or facilities specially designed or
prepared for an accelerator to produce significant quantities of SNM, an NRC license is required under
NRC regulations at 10 CFR Part 110.

Until now DOE control over technology for accelerator production of SNM has been implicit.  But to en-
sure that the public is aware of the restrictions on the transfer of the technology, DOE is in the process of
amending its nuclear technology export regulations to explicitly cover accelerator technology for the pro-
duction of SNM.  Also, accelerators for basic scientific research are controlled by the Department of
Commerce, and tritium, as well as SNM, is controlled by NRC.
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Response to Comments L3-15 (Dr. David Moses); M1-01 (Mr. Peter Gray); and M1-14 (Mr. Ernie
Chaput

The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 1978 (NPT) established formal procedures for reviewing nuclear
exports and for coordinating U.S. agency positions on the addition of new technologies to the nuclear ex-
port control lists.  With each change to the nuclear export control lists, DOE initiates a nonproliferation
study to consider questions of significance to the nuclear fuel cycle or to nuclear explosive activity, risk of
diversion to clandestine programs, foreign availability, and related information of interest.  DOE has initi-
ated such a study for accelerator production of SNM.  The results of the study will be shared with all agen-
cies and appropriate measures will be taken as called for in the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act procedures.

Response to Comments L3-16 (Dr. David Moses); M1-01 (Mr. Peter Gray); and M1-14 (Mr. Ernie
Chaput

The President’s nuclear nonproliferation and export control policy calls for the coordination of all U.S.
unilateral export controls with multilateral regimes [e.g. the Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG) and the NPT
Exporters Committee].  Therefore, policy calls for the U.S. to coordinate its views and practices with other
nuclear suppliers and within the nuclear export control regimes.  In May 1997, the U.S. Government in-
formed its fellow NSG members in a formal briefing of the technical capabilities of using accelerators to
produce SNM.  Further NSG discussion will take place as necessary.

Response to Comments L3-17 (Dr. David Moses); M1-01 (Mr. Peter Gray); and M1-14 (Mr. Ernie
Chaput

The APT EIS was prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Coun-
cil on Environmental Quality’s Regulations on Implementing NEPA (40 CFR Parts 1500 through 1508),
and the Department of Energy’s NEPA Implementation Procedures (10 CFR Part 1021).  None of these
require inclusion of a cost analysis in an EIS.  The basic objective of this EIS is to provide the public and
the Department’s decision-makers with a description of the reasonable alternatives and their potential envi-
ronmental impacts.  While costs could be an important factor in the Department’s decision regarding the
production of tritium, the focus of an EIS is on the environmental consequences.  Cost estimates for both
the APT and the Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) are refined as new information is developed. In
December, 1998, total life cycle costs for the APT ranged from $7.5B to $9.2B. CLWR total life cycle
costs ranged from $1.1B to $3.6B.

Response to Comments L3-18 (Dr. David Moses); M1-01 (Mr. Peter Gray); and M1-14 (Mr. Ernie
Chaput

On July 14, 1998, a high-level government task force issued to Congress a report “Interagency  Review of
Nonproliferation Implications of Alternative Tritium Production Technologies Under Consideration by the
Department of Energy”.  This report, conducted by top Administration officials from various Departments,
including the Department of Defense, the Department of State, and the Department of Energy, concluded
that the APT project does not pose proliferation risks. It also concluded that any nonproliferation issues
associated with the use of a CLWR to produce tritium were manageable and that DOE should continue to
pursue the CLWR option.  The review further concluded that there are no legal or treaty prohibitions
against tritium production in a CLWR, reactors making tritium could remain on the IAEA Safeguards List,
and that no bilateral “peaceful uses”  agreements would be violated.  This report is available upon request.
In addition, the commentors are directed to the CLWR EIS (DOE/EIS-0288) for additional information
regarding the nonproliferation issues associated with tritium production in a CLWR.
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Response to Comment L3-19 (Dr. David Moses)

The APT EIS was prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Coun-
cil on Environmental Quality’s Regulations on Implementing NEPA (40 CFR Parts 1500 through 1508),
and the Department of Energy’s NEPA Implementation Procedures (10 CFR Part 1021).  None of these
require inclusion of a cost analysis in an EIS.  The basic objective of this EIS is to provide the public and
the Department’s decision-makers with a description of the reasonable alternatives and their potential envi-
ronmental impacts.  While costs could be an important factor in the Department’s decision regarding the
production of tritium, the focus of an EIS is on the environmental consequences.  Cost estimates for both
the APT and the Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) are refined as new information is developed. In
December, 1998, total life cycle costs for the APT ranged from $7.5B to $9.2B. CLWR total life cycle
costs ranged from $1.1B to $3.6B.
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Response to Comment L4-01 (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency)

See response to comment L2-01.  DOE is committed to performing appropriate mitigating measures, in-
cluding the possible installation of monitoring wells.

Response to Comment L4-02 (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency)

See response to comments M1-03 and M1-10.

Response to Comment L4-03 (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency)

The Department has clarified the discussion of activation products in modifications to Chapter 4 (see
Part C, page C-42).  The dominant activation product would be tritium.  Also, please see the response to
comment L2-01.

Response to Comment L4-04 (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency)

The commenter is correct that technical definitions can be found in 10 CFR Part 61.  The Department has
attempted to simplify this discussion to help understanding among the widest range of stakeholders.  Modi-
fication to the text box on page 4-25 of the Draft EIS (see Part C, page C-49 of this document) has been
made.

Response to Comment L4-05 (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency)

The projected low-level radioactive waste (LLW) volume for APT is based upon the Pollution Prevention
Design Assessment for the Project (England et al., 1997, Accelerator Production of Tritium, Pollution
Prevention Design Assessment, WSRC-TR-97-02-60, Westinghouse Savannah River Company, Aiken,
South Carolina).  This document analyzes all of the potential waste streams for APT and identifies methods
and materials that could reduce the amount of waste.  The largest components of the estimated 1,400 cubic
meters of LLW are job control waste and non-hazardous process equipment.  These estimates are based
upon the design of the facility and expected waste generation rates.

Response to Comment L4-06 (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency)

The reference is not exclusively to high concentration wastes.  The statement in Appendix A of the Draft
EIS indicates that some waste streams may require extra shielding during their transportation as the intrin-
sic radioactivity would be high.
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Response to Comment L5-01 (Mr. Russell Berry)

See response to comment L1-02.

Response to Comment L5-02 (Mr. Russell Berry)

The Department does not believe it would be feasible to utilize tritiated water as a cooling source for the
APT because of the excessive amounts of other contaminants in the water.  Since discharge of water is re-
quired to keep salts from accumulating in the cooling lines, the use of tritiated water might result in more
tritium being introduced into the environment.  The Department is, however, investigating the possibility of
using tritiated water for other purposes.
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Response to Comment L6-01 (Dr. David Moses)

DOE-STD-1027 lists the radionuclide inventory necessary for the initial categorization of a facility as ei-
ther category 1, 2, or 3.  While many of the radionuclides that would be present at APT are not specifically
listed, the standard makes provision for the evaluation of unlisted radionuclides and provides default values
to be used.  In addition, the requirement for performing a detailed safety analysis for the facility is not di-
minished by the initial hazard classification.

Response to Comment L6-02 (Dr. David Moses)

See responses to L3-08 and L3-09.

Response to Comment L6-03 (Dr. David Moses)

See response to L3-01.

Additional DOE response is provided in the following letter from Dr. Paul Lisowsky.









Note:  The following was submitted during the comment period for the Tritium Extraction Facility EIS.  It is reproduced here because there were
some comments related to APT.
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These responses to the June 2 letter from Dr. David Moses commenting on the TEF EIS are repro-
duced from the TEF EIS.

Response to Comment TEF-01 (Dr. David Moses)

The Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB) has the authority, under legislation establishing the
DNFSB and its mission, to provide independent safety oversight to DOE in regard to the operation of de-
fense nuclear facilities.  The DNFSB from time to time provides recommendations to the Department.  As
the commenter points out, ambiguities may exist in the Board’s authority to provide oversight to TEF and
other DOE tritium programs because tritium is not a special nuclear material as defined by the Atomic En-
ergy Act of 1954.  As the commenter also points out, DOE cooperates fully with the Board on matters con-
cerning existing and proposed DOE tritium facilities.

As indicated in the draft EIS, because of its radiological characteristics DOE has chosen to apply to tritium
operations a number of regulations and standards which also apply to special nuclear material operations.
DOE believes this is a conservative approach to safety management for tritium facilities.  The regulations
(including 10 CFR Parts 830 and 835) and DOE Orders are discussed and listed in Section 7.4 of the Draft
EIS. DOE has evaluated the NRC Isotope Facility requirements; those facility NRC requirements that are
more conservative and not covered in DOE Orders will be included in the final design of the TEF.  DOE
has a rigorous regulatory system in place for tritium facilities.  Because of this, it is not likely that changes
in the definition of DOE nuclear facilities or the designation of tritium as a special nuclear material would
change the safety posture of these facilities or of the TEF.  Therefore, DOE has not modified the Draft EIS
in this regard.

Response to Comment TEF-02 (Dr. David Moses)

The Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB) is an independent agency that freely conducts over-
sight activities of DOE facilities.  DOE’s Tritium Program has cooperated fully with Board and Board
staff requests for information on the TEF.  Board and Board staff have been provided briefings on TEF
issues, at their request.  As the commenter suggests, DOE submitted a copy of the TEF Draft EIS to the
Board for review and comment.  No comments were received from the DNFSB or DNFSB staff.  DOE
prepared the TEF EIS early in the facility decision process as mandated by NEPA; implicit in this objective
of obtaining early public input is the fact that detailed design information is not available to support the
EIS.  Assuming that the Department decides to proceed with development of the TEF, detailed design and
safety reviews (including independent review and oversight by DNFSB) will be conducted according to
DOE policy and established safety practices at appropriate stages of design.

Response to Comment TEF-03 (Dr. David Moses)

The purpose of the proposed action and alternatives evaluated in the TEF EIS is to provide the capability to
extract tritium from tritium producing burnable absorber rods irradiated in a commercial nuclear reactor,
or targets of similar design, for the sole purpose of supplying tritium to the Department of Defense to sup-
port the nuclear weapons stockpile of the United States.  Commercial sale of tritium extracted in the TEF,
regardless of the source (CLWR or APT), is not contemplated at this time.  However, it should be noted
that tritium produced in a CLWR does fall within the scope of existing regulations.  The commenter points
out that it is unclear where regulatory authority rests in regard to accelerator-produced tritium. DOE does
not consider “targets of similar design” the preferred target alternative for the proposed accelerator.  The
preferred alternative, as described in the APT EIS, is to produce tritium in a helium target and extract the
tritium at the accelerator facility; the TEF would not be required if the accelerator was chosen as the pri-
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mary source of tritium and the helium target technology was implemented.  Thus it is unlikely for a number
of reasons that commercial sale of accelerator-produced tritium from the TEF will become an issue.
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Response to Comment L7-01 (Dr. David Moses)

See response to L6-01.

Response to Comment L7-02 (Dr. David Moses)

The credible and incredible releases from APT were determined based on DOE-STD-1027 considering
material quantity, form, location, dispensability, and interaction with available energy sources.  No credit
has been taken in these analyses for mitigation from active safety features (e.g., pumps starting, valves
opening or closing).  However, mitigation of releases based upon passive safety features relying upon natu-
ral laws was considered.  See also response to L6-01 regarding hazard categories.

Response to Comment L7-03 (Dr. David Moses)

See response to L3-08.

Response to Comment L7-04 (Dr. David Moses)

See response to L3-01.



DOE/EIS-0270
Final, March 1999 Public Comments and DOE Responses

B-47

Verbal Comments:

Transcripts of the messages left on the DOE message line:

Ms. Mary Barton (Comment P1-01)

I had gotten a letter from you about a meeting in North Augusta on January 13, 1998 at the Community
Center.  And I would just like to give my opinion on what I think of the situation in the backup Tritium
Production Technology.  I am fully aware that we need this plant down here and these situations.  But I am
fully aware of the environmental impact and what it’s had on people in the area, the illness, the sickness
that has been ignored because Westinghouse is one of the worst polluters that we have ever had here and
their management and everything.  We can not stand another year of this kind of stuff in this area.  The
people’s health will not permit it.  And I want to know what’s going to be done to make it safe because
Westinghouse is the worst we’ve ever had of the abuse of their employees not only medically and physically
neglect and everything out there.  And I am one citizen that is concerned about it and I want to know what’s
going to be done about it.  Thank you.

Response to Comment P1-01 (Ms. Mary Barton)

The Department is committed to providing a safe work place for its employees and to being a good corpo-
rate neighbor.  The Department strives to operate within permit conditions and adheres to all applicable
laws and regulations.  Historic SRS accident rates have been low and are discussed on page 3-44 of the
Draft EIS.  The safety and health of SRS workers and the public continue to be of paramount concern to
the Department of Energy.  The APT would be designed, constructed, and operated with the highest degree
of safety.

Mr. Marvin Lewis (Comment P2-01)

I wish to voice my comments into the record on the Draft EIS which I have just received the Environmental
Impact Statement Summary Accelerator Production of Tritium at the Savannah River Site.  Please do not
send me this entire EIS, the summary is sufficient.

I would say from the summary that this is another ridiculous project for a product that is totally unneces-
sary.  There is plenty of recycled tritium available on the market from various other sources.  And there’s
also recycled tritium on the market from Russian nuclear bombs and materials.  And there’s plenty of ex-
tractable tritium from various uses including commercial and military.  The idea that we have to put in this
gold-plated monstrosity called an accelerator at the Savannah River is just another boondoggle having no
real reason except to distribute money to the educated and friends of the DOE or DOD or DOI or whatever
or South Carolina or whatever.  I’m sure there are plenty of people with their hands out for that money.
That doesn’t mean we should go ahead with this ridiculous project.  I hope I am making it clear that I am
not, repeat NOT, that’s negative, in favor of this ridiculous project.  There are many other good things to
do with money.  We don’t have to throw it away in a hole in the ground.  Thank you.

Response to Comment P2-01 (Mr. Marvin Lewis)

Section 1.1 of the Draft EIS describes the stockpile requirements, existing tritium supplies, and the pro-
jected need date for a new tritium source.  The U.S. Department of Energy is accountable to the Congress
for the expenditure of funds appropriated by the Congress for all of the Department’s activities, including
the tritium program.  The amount of tritium that could be expected to be recovered from retired weapons
would not sustain the long-term need under current stockpile requirements.  A safe, reliable, domestic sup-
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ply is required to maintain levels determined by national defense policies.  DOE also considered the pur-
chase of tritium from other sources, including foreign nations as part of the process for the Tritium Supply
PEIS.  Conceptually, the purchase of tritium from foreign governments could fulfill the tritium require-
ment.  However, while there is no national policy against purchase of defense materials from foreign
sources, DOE has determined that the uncertainties associated with obtaining tritium from foreign sources
render that alternative unreasonable for an assured long-term supply.

Mr. Marvin Lewis (Comment P3-01)

I’ve got further comments on this idiotic DOE EIS-0270D, Environmental Impact Statement Accelerator
Production of Tritium at the Savannah River Plant.  If you will notice in the NRC's documentation, U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Office of Public Affairs, Washington, DC 20555, week ending Septem-
ber 19, 1997, Volume 17 Number 38, News Releases.  And you can also get it over the Internet
opa@nrc.gov or telephone 301/415-8200.  This is release number 97-133 September 15, 1997.  NRC
amends operating license of what part is to permit limited production of tritium for Department of Energy.
Yes, tritium is being produced in the United States.  Yes, it is being produced at commercial sites.  It is
being produced in any quantity you would care to produce it in since it arises from lithium.  Now the idea
of then having to put billions of dollars into a hole in the ground for an accelerator becomes more and more
stupid even though I thought it couldn’t get any stupider.  Thank you.

Response to Comment P3-01 (Mr. Marvin Lewis)

DOE is the sponsor of the commercial light water reactor tritium production research currently underway
at the Tennessee Valley Authority's Watts Bar reactor.  The purpose of this research is to evaluate the de-
sign of a target assembly for use in a commercial light water reactor, and to test related NRC licensing re-
quirements.  The Watts Bar experiment, which will produce about an ounce of tritium, is the only
extractable tritium production occurring in the United States.

On December 22, 1998, Secretary of Energy Bill Richardson announced that commercial light water reac-
tors (CLWR) will be the primary tritium supply technology.  The Secretary designated the Watts Bar Unit
1 reactor near Spring City, Tennessee, and Sequoyah Unit 1 and 2 reactors near Soddy-Daisy, Tennessee
as the preferred commercial light water reactors for tritium production.  These reactors are operated by the
Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA), an independent government agency.  The Secretary designated the APT
as the "backup" technology for tritium supply.  As a backup, DOE will continue with developmental ac-
tivities and preliminary design, but will not construct the accelerator.  The selection of the CLWR reaffirms
the December 1995 Tritium Supply and Recycling PEIS ROD to construct and operate a new tritium ex-
traction capability at the SRS.


